232  CONSTITUTIONAL LA W OF BRITISH DOMINIONS
Chapter wealth, dealing with a topic under the claim that it falls
Xt within a power when it certainly does not, the opinion
of the court prevails.1 It is not enough, as many
Canadian cases show, that the Parliament should claim
to be exercising a power, if in substance it does some-
thing else; for example, if it endeavours under cover
of enacting criminal law to arrogate to itself the power
of regulating the business of insurance. Nor again may
it impose taxation merely in order thus to compel
obedience to its efforts to control by licence that im-
portant occupation.2
The limits of the power of legislatures to create
subordinate bodies with legislative authority are hard
to determine. The question has been raised in regard
to Manitoba legislation3 to provide for the initiative
and referendum, and it was held that the Manitoba Act
attacked was invalid, because it was provided that, if
a petition for the repeal of an Act were initiated, and
under the procedure in such cases approved by the
legislature, the Act would stand repealed without the
assent or veto of the Lieutenant-Governor being ob-
tained; still less, of course, would the Governor-General
have any power to disallow. This meant, in short, that
an Act could be repealed without the assent of the
Crown. As the province cannot alter its constitution
as regards the office of Lieutenant-Governor, the Act
was clearly an invalid efiort to change his position
vitally. On the other hand, incidentally it has been
indicated by the Privy Council that Alberta legislation
1  Whybroufs Case (1910), 11 C.L.R. 311; Holman, Australian Con-
stitution, pp. 8-10.
2  A.-G. for Canada v. A.-G. for Alberta, [1916] 1 A.C. 588; A.-G. for
Quebec v. A.-G. for Canada, [1932] A.C. 41.
3  Initiative and Referendum Act, In re, [1919] A.C. 935.